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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The minority has 81⁄2 minutes. 
Mr. DEMINT. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the Senator from Colorado be 
able to speak for 10 minutes following 
my remarks and the remarks of Sen-
ator COBURN. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

WORLDWIDE WAR ON TERROR 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about one of the most important 
issues of our time: the worldwide war 
on terror. 

I have to say I was disappointed to 
read in this morning’s Roll Call that 
many of my Democratic colleagues are 
using this debate for the 2008 elections 
rather than focusing on the real dam-
age that the resolution we have been 
discussing will do to our national secu-
rity. 

One of our greatest Presidents, Theo-
dore Roosevelt, once said, ‘‘It is not 
the critic who counts. The credit,’’ he 
said, ‘‘belongs to the man who is actu-
ally in the arena, whose face is marred 
by dust and sweat and blood, who 
strives valiantly, who errs, who comes 
short again and again, because there is 
no effort without error and short-
coming. 

‘‘The credit,’’ Roosevelt said, belongs 
to the man ‘‘who spends himself in a 
worthy cause, who at the best knows in 
the end the triumph of high achieve-
ment, and who at the worst, if he fails, 
at least fails while daring greatly.’’ 

At this very moment, our Com-
mander in Chief and those he com-
mands are daring greatly. 

Our men and women in uniform are 
paying with blood, sweat, and tears. 
Yet many in this body prefer to sit in 
the stands and offer criticism rather 
than support. 

For the past 50 years, the Middle 
East has been a cauldron of brutality, 
war, and despair. The region’s insta-
bility has threatened the entire globe 
and reached our shores on 9/11 with a 
stark awakening. 

This is why we are involved in the 
Middle East. The future security of our 
homeland is tied directly to a success-
ful outcome not only in Iraq but in Af-
ghanistan, Lebanon, the Palestinian 
territory, and a number of Middle East 
countries that harbor evil men who fo-
ment hate through a perverted version 
of Islam. 

Yet as our efforts in Iraq encounter 
fierce resistance from a determined 
and evil enemy, support for our efforts 
has waned here in Congress. Instead, 
many of my colleagues prefer to sup-
port a nonbinding resolution that 
would express disapproval of the Presi-
dent’s plan to reinforce our troops in 
Iraq. 

Voting for this resolution is not lead-
ership, it is criticism—criticism with-
out the courage of offering real solu-
tions. While this resolution may be 
toothless by force of law, its sym-

bolism is dangerous. Voting to con-
demn the President’s plan is a vote of 
no confidence in the mission we have 
told our troops to fight and die for. But 
it is also a slap in the face to General 
Petraeus just days after we voted 
unanimously to support his leadership 
of our troops in Iraq. 

‘‘Godspeed, General,’’ was what one 
of my colleagues said before intro-
ducing the very resolution that would 
undermine the general’s authority and 
his plan for victory. 

This is not leadership. We were elect-
ed to make tough decisions and that 
requires understanding our choices, se-
lecting the best choice, and then fol-
lowing through. But I am afraid the 
critics in this body do not acknowledge 
the real choices before us. There are 
only three: 

First, to continue the unworkable 
status quo; second, to admit defeat and 
withdraw; third, to renew our strength 
until we win. 

I respect my colleagues who disagree 
with the President’s strategy in Iraq, 
but only if they exercise leadership and 
support an alternative solution, one 
that proposes a serious path to victory, 
or announces defeat and ends our in-
volvement immediately, not only in 
Iraq but throughout the Middle East, 
because America will no longer have 
any credibility to carry out our work 
in any part of the world. 

If my colleagues do not support send-
ing reinforcements to Iraq, they should 
introduce legislation blocking that ac-
tion. While I believe this is short-
sighted and wrong, it would at least be 
genuine leadership. 

My hope is we will stop trying to sec-
ond guess past decisions in order to lay 
blame and instead remember we are 
locked in a struggle much larger than 
Iraq. It is a struggle of security, hope, 
and freedom versus hate, despair, and 
fear. The battlefield is the entire 
world. 

We must understand the stakes and 
demonstrate real leadership. This is 
not the President’s war, it is freedom’s 
war, and we all share the responsibility 
for the outcome. 

A century later, Teddy Roosevelt is 
still correct. The critic ‘‘who points 
out how the strong man stumbles, or 
where the doer of deeds could have 
done them better’’ is destined to be rel-
egated to that terrible place ‘‘with 
those cold and timid souls who neither 
know victory nor defeat.’’ 

There is only one policy worthy of 
the blood and sweat of our troops: a 
policy that completes our mission with 
dignity, honor, and victory. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time and yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma is 
recognized. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I have 
not come to the floor, except once, in 
the 2 years I have been here to discuss 
the war in Iraq. I have been to Iraq and 
had experience in Iraq as a medical 
missionary during the first gulf war. 

I am very much concerned as to how 
the world will read us. What we know 
is that enemies try to defeat us not by 
trying to defeat us on the battlefield or 
in Iraq; they try to defeat our will, try 
to defeat the will of the American pub-
lic. 

Senator DEMINT talked about leader-
ship. Leadership is laying out the real 
consequences of our action. What are 
those consequences? What next? What 
is going to happen next? What is going 
to happen? We heard this morning that 
we are trying to delay this resolution. 
We are not trying to delay it. As a 
matter of fact, they are saying we 
would not debate it. We are debating it 
right now. The fact is, we believe you 
ought to have a resolution that says we 
support our troops in this group of res-
olutions. Unless we get some sem-
blance of saying we want to send a sig-
nal to our troops that we support them, 
we should not have a rule that pre-
cludes that. 

So politics aside, and the next elec-
tion aside, and the Presidential elec-
tion aside, what does it mean to the 
American people about what we end up 
doing in Iraq? That is the question we 
should be asking. We should be making 
sure that the mistake we do not make 
is to have an ill-informed American 
public about what the consequences 
will be. 

Regardless of whether we should be 
in Iraq, we are there. We cannot change 
that. The question comes, what does 
the Iraq Study Group say? They said 
we needed to secure Baghdad; they said 
we needed reinforcements to be able to 
do that; they said we needed more 
funds to make a difference in people’s 
lives. These are the funds that go to 
the generals to actually approve 
things. 

Can we accomplish something in Iraq 
or do we walk away? Here is what hap-
pens when we walk away. No. 1, there 
will be a genocide in Iraq. The minor-
ity Sunni population will scatter out of 
Iraq, and those who don’t will be 
killed. 

The northern Iraqis, the Kurds—what 
will happen to them? If we are gone 
and full-blown civil war breaks out, 
what will happen to the Kurds? This is 
a group of 36 million people who have 
not had a homeland since the Ottoman 
Empire. Genocide was committed 
against them by Saddam. What will 
happen to them? They will be seen as a 
risk to Turkey. Turkey already has 
problems with its Kurdish population. 

What will happen in Lebanon? Prob-
ably civil war. 

What will happen in Jordan? 
What will happen to the Sunni gulf 

states, as they now fear Iran and its 
dominance? 

This is a war Iran wants us to leave. 
Why? Because they want to empower 
themselves to be the dominant force in 
the Middle East. We can talk about all 
of the resolutions and how we disagree; 
that is basically political posturing, 
and you can disagree. But as the Sen-
ator from South Carolina said, unless 
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you put something into force of action, 
it is criticism, not leadership. We need 
to calculate whatever we do in this 
body, based on what the outcome of 
that calculation is going to be, not by 
giving bellicose speeches that set up 
false choices that are not there. The 
fact is we have an obligation to the 
very people—the innocent people—in 
Iraq today. 

We can walk away from that, but his-
tory will judge us harshly. The esti-
mates are there will be 5 million people 
displaced out of Iraq. There will be be-
tween 700,000 and 1 million additional 
Iraqis who will die. Do we not have an 
obligation to make that not happen? 
Do we not have an obligation to do 
what is in the best long-term interests 
of this country? Is it in our best inter-
est for this country to get out of Iraq? 
Is it? How does that fit with the war on 
terror and our ability to conduct that 
war when we create in Iraq, by with-
drawing, a new state that is run by al- 
Qaida and by the Shia, which will in 
fact have the funding to dominate in 
the international arena with terrorism 
and hatefulness and murder and pil-
laging of innocent people? 

It is not as simple as everybody here 
wants to make it seem. It certainly 
should not be political. But that is 
where we are going. The very comment 
that we cannot have a debate on sup-
porting the policy, that we will not 
allow a resolution that says we are 
going to support our troops—why don’t 
they want that? It is because that will 
get the highest number of votes. That 
will become the story—not the story 
that somebody postured in a position 
that is well-intended and well-mean-
ing, that they don’t think a surge or a 
reinforcement in Iraq is correct. 

America is at a crossroads. The 
crossroads is whether we will fulfill 
and carry out the responsibilities, 
some of which we added to ourselves by 
our very position, but whether we will 
fulfill that. We will be judged by his-
tory. 

To undermine many of the steps that 
the Iraq Study Group said, which is in 
the President’s plan, nobody knows if 
this will work, but I guarantee it will 
not work if we send a signal to those 
who oppose us that this is it. All they 
do is sit and wait. More of Iran’s influ-
ence and more dollars from Iran com-
ing into Iraq—more to defeat us. If you 
defeat the will of the American peo-
ple—and, by doing that, that is our 
problem—if we allow that to happen as 
leaders in this country, then we will be 
responsible for that 5 million displace-
ment, for those million deaths, and the 
millions that will follow when you 
have a Middle East dominated by Iran 
with a nuclear weapon. 

We should think long and hard. The 
American people should not respond 
just to the urge to get out of Iraq but 
respond to the well-thought-out con-
sequences of what happens next. And 
what happens next is a disaster, not 
only for the people of Iraq, for the peo-
ple of the Middle East, but also for the 

national security of this country and 
our ability to carry out our foreign pol-
icy in the future. 

I earnestly pray that we will consider 
the actions here and the words here in 
light of what comes next, not in terms 
of politics but what happens to our 
country. 

Denying the heritage we have of sac-
rifice for freedom and liberty and deny-
ing that it costs something and walk-
ing away from that, we will reap that 
which we sow as we walk away from it. 
Caution to us as we do that. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
time until 12:30 p.m. shall be divided 
between the majority and the minor-
ity. 

The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, this is 

a disappointing day for the Senate and 
for the United States of America be-
cause the debate we should be having 
on this floor, which is taking place 
around procedural issues, should really 
be a debate about what is happening in 
Iraq and the new direction we should 
be heading in Iraq. 

It is disappointing as well that it has 
been postured somehow as a political 
debate from the other side. The fact is 
that what happens in Iraq today and 
what happens in Iraq in the months 
and years ahead is, in fact, perhaps the 
most important issue we can face in 
the United States of America and in 
the world, and it is important that this 
body, elected by 300 million Americans 
in each of our respective States, grap-
ple with the fundamental defining issue 
of our time. 

It is also important, as we grapple 
with this issue of the future of Iraq and 
the involvement of the United States, 
that we try to move forward in a man-
ner that is bipartisan. At the end of the 
day, the only way in which we are 
going to achieve stability in the Middle 
East and we are going to bring our 
troops home—which I believe is a goal 
that is shared by the 100 Members of 
this body—is if we develop a bipartisan 
approach to getting it done. Yet, at the 
end of the day, we can’t even seem to 
get beyond a procedural obstacle to get 
to a debate on the central issue that 
was presented by a bipartisan resolu-
tion, led by some of the most distin-
guished Members of this Senate, in-
cluding Senator WARNER, Senator 
LEVIN, and others. We cannot even get 
past the procedural problem for us to 
end up having a discussion and a vote 
on that very simple issue. 

I ask our brethren on the other side 
that they join us in getting through 
this procedural roadblock so that we 
can have an effective debate and a vote 
on a question that is before us con-
cerning the future of Iraq and the 
President’s plan on how we move for-
ward. 

I am disappointed as one Senator 
that today we are not on this floor de-
bating the alternative resolutions that 

were submitted in the last week, which 
are bipartisan in nature, and then de-
ciding how to move forward as a Sen-
ate. I am very disappointed that we 
have not been able to get there. 

Let me also say that for those who 
have said the political posturing is tak-
ing place on this side, I don’t believe 
that is at all the case. The fact is, what 
we have been trying to do on this side 
is to have an open and honest debate, 
and again underscoring the reality that 
if we are going to find our way out of 
the quagmire in which we find our-
selves in Iraq, it is going to take a true 
bipartisan effort to get us to a place 
where we can say we have peace and 
stability in the Middle East and we 
have brought our troops home. I hope 
as we move forward in this discussion 
that we will be able to find some of 
that bipartisan consensus. 

At the end of the day, when we look 
at what is happening in Iraq, we need 
to recognize the realities. We need to 
know and remember the 3,100 men and 
women who have given their lives on 
behalf of the mission the President as-
signed to them in that country. We 
need to remember the 23,000 men and 
women in uniform who today are 
wounded and who are carrying the 
scars of the war with them day by day 
and for many of them for the rest of 
their lives. We need to remember the 
137,000 men and women who are on the 
ground in Iraq today. The bipartisan 
resolution we put forward with Senator 
WARNER, Senator NELSON, Senator COL-
LINS, and others recognizes that. We 
recognize the bravery of the men and 
women who have given so much of 
their time and their life in Iraq, and we 
recognize the need for us to support 
our men and women on the ground in 
Iraq. 

But we also recognize that what the 
American people are asking us to do is 
to chart a new direction for Iraq. I 
have heard some of my colleagues on 
the other side—as there is criticism on 
this side—that all we are doing is being 
critical and not offering alternatives. 
The fact is that we are attempting to 
come up with a new direction in Iraq, 
and that is what is embodied in the 
Warner-Levin resolution. It is, in fact, 
a new direction and new strategy in 
Iraq. 

Mr. President, I ask the Members of 
this body and I ask the people of the 
United States of America to consider 
what are the options before us. In my 
view, there are three options. There is 
plan A. Plan A is a plan—which was 
put forth by the President after several 
months of deliberation in which he 
concluded what we had to do in order 
to be successful in Iraq—to send 21,500 
additional troops. In real terms, that is 
about 48,000 additional troops assigned, 
mostly in Baghdad. Some people have 
called it an escalation. Some people 
have called it a surge. That is the heart 
of the plan. It is a plan he announced 
in early January, a plan he reiterated 
at the State of the Union, that we as-
sign 21,500 troops to Baghdad. 
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The question we all ought to be ask-

ing ourselves is whether that will 
work. Will plan A work? I believe those 
who have studied the issue in great 
depth would answer the question no— 
no, it will not work; no, it will not 
work because Operation Going Forward 
in June of 2006, just 7 months ago, 
showed that it does not work. And 
when that didn’t work, we went in with 
a surge of some 7,000 troops in August 
in Operation Going Forward Together 
No. 2, and again that did not work. If 
today we go in with 21,500 additional 
troops, plus all the support for the 
troops that is going to be necessary, 
what is going to be the result of that 
endeavor? In my view, we have been 
there, we have done that, and it hasn’t 
worked. So we have to look forward to 
a new direction. So I believe plan A, 
the President’s plan, is not a plan that 
is going to work. 

Then there is plan B. Plan B is being 
advocated by many, including some 
who have demonstrated in Washington 
and have called our offices every day, 
and that is to just bring our troops 
home today; it is over; it is a precipi-
tous withdrawal; let’s get out of there 
and get out of there right now. The 
mistakes of the past have compounded 
the problems in the Middle East and 
Iraq to the point that we can’t put 
Humpty Dumpty together. Not all the 
king’s men or all the king’s horses 
could ever put Humpty Dumpty to-
gether again, some people would say, 
because the problems in Iraq today are 
so severe. 

I, as one Senator, reject plan B as 
well. I don’t believe we can afford to 
move forward with that kind of precipi-
tous withdrawal. 

There is plan C, and plan C is really 
the plan of trying to move forward in a 
bipartisan way so that we can achieve 
success in Iraq—success, again, being 
defined by stability in Iraq and in the 
region and by bringing our troops 
home. 

I know there are lots of people in this 
body who have much more experience 
than I, and I know there are lots of 
people who have studied this issue ex-
tensively over a very long period of 
time, and yet it is amazing to me that 
when we have a group of people in a bi-
partisan way coming forward with a 
new direction, we have the President 
and others of the minority party essen-
tially rejecting that plan of going for-
ward together in a new direction. 

When I look at the Iraq study report 
and I look at names such as former 
Secretary of State James Baker, 
former Attorney General Ed Meese, 
former Secretary of State Lawrence 
Eagleburger, former U.S. Supreme 
Court Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, 
former U.S. Senator Alan Simpson, I 
see all of these Republicans who are 
saying we need a new direction going 
forward together. I believe that is what 
we ought to be doing, and I believe that 
new direction going forward together is 
what is embodied in the bipartisan res-
olution which was put together by Sen-

ator WARNER, Senator LEVIN, and oth-
ers. It is that kind of new direction 
which we ought to be debating and dis-
cussing on the floor of the Senate 
today. 

When one looks at this group of elder 
statesmen, which includes not only the 
Republicans whose names I mentioned, 
but they include esteemed elder states-
men who are also Democrats, such as 
Lee Hamilton, Vernon Jordan, Leon 
Panetta, William Perry, and Charles 
Robb, when we see those kinds of elder 
statesmen who have taken a year to 
try to figure out how we deal with this 
quagmire in Iraq, we have to say those 
recommendations should be paid very 
serious attention. The recommenda-
tions are many, but they are important 
because they show the depth of think-
ing that commission went through in 
coming up with those recommenda-
tions. 

In essence, what that bipartisan 
group of elder statesmen said to the 
people of America is that the way for-
ward requires a new approach. The way 
forward requires a new approach. They 
talk about the external approach, 
which is to build an international con-
sensus on how we move forward in Iraq. 
They talk about a new diplomatic of-
fensive which is important if we are to 
succeed because there are too many na-
tions in that part of the world and 
around the world who have been sitting 
on their hands letting America do it 
alone. They have to stop sitting on 
their hands if ultimately we are going 
to achieve stability in the Middle East. 

They talk about the Iraq Inter-
national Support Group, and that kind 
of a group would be a group that would 
make sure the efforts on reconstruc-
tion and building the peace and secu-
rity in Iraq are, in fact, successful. 
Where is that group? It hasn’t been 
there. It has been the United States 
alone moving forward on this effort. 
We need to have the international com-
munity involved. 

It talks about dealing with Iran and 
dealing with Syria. They are part of 
that region, like it or not. This group 
of elder statesmen has said we need to 
deal with those countries. We know the 
limitations. We know the threats they 
also embody and present to the United 
States of America, but we need to 
bring them into the dialog if ulti-
mately we are going to bring stability 
to that region. 

The study group goes on with a whole 
host of other recommendations on the 
internal approach, helping the Iraqis 
help themselves. It says that we must 
require the Iraqis to have performance 
on milestones, that we need to push 
them hard on national reconciliation, 
that we need to make sure the Iraqi 
Government takes responsibility for 
security and for their military forces, 
that they establish a functioning police 
force, and that they establish a crimi-
nal justice system that does, in fact, 
work. And the list goes on with 79 rec-
ommendations on the way forward, a 
new approach. 

That is what we ought to be talking 
about, Mr. President, on the floor of 
the Senate today—how we move for-
ward. 

I look at this resolution which was 
put together by some of my esteemed 
colleagues, of which I am a proud origi-
nal cosponsor, and I say at least we 
have tried on a bipartisan basis to fig-
ure out a roadmap for how we ought to 
move forward together as Democrats 
and Republicans, as Americans, on this 
issue, which is the defining issue of our 
times. I see the names of people such as 
Senator WARNER, I see Senator COL-
LINS, I see Senator LEVIN, I see Senator 
NELSON of Nebraska, and others who 
have been involved in this effort. What 
we are trying to do as a group is to say 
we ought to figure out a way of chart-
ing a new direction forward together, 
much like the elder statesmen did in 
coming up with the Iraq Study Group 
recommendations. Yet we are being re-
fused the opportunity to even engage 
in a debate on a resolution that essen-
tially says this is a direction we pro-
pose to the President in how we move 
forward together. 

I hope that at the end of the day, 
with the discussions that are going on 
between the leadership, we are able to 
come to some agreement. I believe 
there is too much at stake. I believe 
there is too much at stake not only in 
the Middle East, but there is too much 
at stake for the United States of Amer-
ica and for the free world. At the end of 
the day, it is going to take Republicans 
and Democrats working together to try 
to chart this new and successful direc-
tion for how we move forward in Iraq. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my un-

derstanding is that I will be recognized 
for 10 minutes in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all time con-
sumed in any quorum call today be 
equally divided. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my col-
league, Senator FEINSTEIN of Cali-
fornia, this weekend made a point that 
I think is very important. She, on a 
television program, said that Iraq is 
being debated virtually everywhere in 
our country: debated at kitchen tables, 
business places, workplaces, and 
schools. The only place in America 
that Iraq is not being debated is in the 
Senate. Here we are debating whether 
we should debate. 

That was what went on yesterday, 
and it is what is going on today, a de-
bate about whether the debate on Iraq 
should occur in the Senate. It is unbe-
lievable. We have a cloture vote on a 
motion to proceed to the debate, and 
the minority party in the Senate voted 
nearly unanimously to say, no, we 
shouldn’t be debating. I don’t under-
stand that at all, Mr. President. 
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Why would we not want to engage in 

this national discussion about what is 
happening in Iraq; what are our obliga-
tions, and what are our national inter-
ests with respect to these issues? This 
is not a war against terrorists in the 
main. It is sectarian violence that is 
occurring in Iraq. Yes, there are some 
terrorists in Iraq, I understand that, 
but it is largely sectarian violence, 
Shia on Sunni, Sunni on Shia. 

Let me make a point about Iraq that 
I think is important. The dictator who 
used to exist in Iraq no longer exists. 
Yes, he was a madman and a dictator. 
We have unearthed mass graves in Iraq 
to show that nearly a half million peo-
ple were murdered by the man who ran 
that country. But he has been exe-
cuted, and the people of Iraq have had 
the opportunity to vote for a new con-
stitution. 

The people of Iraq have had the op-
portunity to vote for a new govern-
ment. Things have changed in Iraq. We 
now have in Iraq what is largely a civil 
war, sectarian violence. Things have 
changed. 

What is the role, then—given that 
Saddam Hussein has been executed, 
given that there is a new constitution, 
given that there is a new government— 
what is the role for the United States 
and its soldiers? Is the role to continue 
to be in the middle of a civil war in 
Iraq, to surge additional troops, as the 
President suggests? That is what was 
to be debated this week in the Senate. 
But at this point we still cannot debate 
that because we are debating whether 
we will be able to debate it. It is unbe-
lievable to me. Only here on this small 
piece of real estate, one of the wonder-
ful places on this Earth, the United 
States Senate, do we have a serious de-
bate about whether we should debate. 

We should have moved very quickly 
past this issue of a motion to proceed 
and been to the substance of this issue 
on behalf of this great country of ours. 
There is a majority in this Congress for 
a bipartisan resolution. And I empha-
size bipartisan resolution. Senator 
WARNER, a very distinguished Amer-
ican, a Republican, and former chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee, 
and Senator LEVIN, a Democrat, the 
same. Warner-Levin. When we get to a 
vote on the Warner-Levin resolution, 
which disapproves of surging additional 
American troops to Iraq and deepening 
our involvement in Iraq, a majority of 
the Senate will support that resolu-
tion. There is a clear majority for that 
resolution. The question is, Can we get 
to that point? 

I hope in the coming hours that the 
minority will relent and give us the op-
portunity, the opportunity the Amer-
ican people would expect to exist in the 
United States to debate one of the 
most important questions of our time. 
This is about obstruction and it is 
about political maneuvering and about 
protecting the White House. It is about 
a lot of things, unfortunately. It ought 
to be about this country’s national in-
terest, this country’s best interest. It 

ought to be about the soldiers we have 
asked to don America’s uniforms and 
go fight for this country and what is 
best for them as well. 

Two months ago, General Abizaid 
said this in open testimony in the Sen-
ate: 

I met with every divisional commander. I 
said, in your professional opinion, if we were 
to bring in more American troops now—he is 
talking about Iraq—does it add considerably 
to our ability to achieve success in Iraq? And 
they all said no. 

That is what the commanding gen-
eral said 2 months ago in testimony be-
fore the Senate. Why did they all say 
no? Here is what General Abizaid said 
the reason is: 

We want the Iraqis to do more. It is easy 
for the Iraqis to rely upon us to do more. I 
believe more forces prevents the Iraqis from 
doing more and taking responsibility for 
their own future. 

Finally, Mr. President, a week ago, 
the head of our intelligence services 
came to the Senate and testified in 
open public hearings. Here is what he 
said: 

Al-Qaeda is a terrorist organization that 
poses the greatest threat to U.S. interests, 
including the homeland. 

That is from the top intelligence 
chief of our country. Here is what he 
said: 

Al-Qaeda continues to plot attacks against 
our homeland and other targets with the ob-
jective of inflicting mass casualties. They 
continue to maintain active connections and 
relationships radiating outward from their 
leaders’ secure hideout in Pakistan. 

Let me say that again. Our top intel-
ligence person says that al-Qaida is the 
greatest terrorist threat to our coun-
try; that they direct their operations 
from a secure hideout in Pakistan. 

Mr. President, a question: If al-Qaida 
is the greatest terrorist threat to 
America, and our intelligence chief 
says it is directed from their secure 
hideout in Pakistan, and we know that 
Osama bin Laden continues to talk to 
us in his missives that they send out; if 
we have 21,000 additional soldiers to 
surge anywhere, why on Earth would 
we not use those 21,000 soldiers to 
eliminate the greatest terrorist threat 
to our country, which would be to 
eliminate the leadership of al-Qaida? 

No, that is not what the President 
recommends. He recommends we send 
21,000 additional soldiers into the 
neighborhoods of Baghdad where sec-
tarian violence is occurring in massive 
quantities and a civil war exists. With 
all due respect, and I do respect the 
President, he is wrong, and I believe 
the majority of this Senate would say 
he is wrong by voting for the Warner- 
Levin resolution. 

In a Byzantine twist, however, on 
this Tuesday morning, we find our-
selves debating the question of whether 
we should debate one of the central 
questions of our time. 

That is unworthy of the Senate. 
What is worthy of this Senate, and I 
am proud to be a part of it what is wor-
thy of us is to have on the floor of the 

United States Senate the great ques-
tions before this country, the questions 
the American people ask this morning 
and discuss this morning all across this 
country: What is our role here? What is 
happening here? How have things 
changed in Iraq? What is the greatest 
threat to our country? How do we deal 
with that threat? What about Mr. 
Negroponte pointing out that the 
greatest terrorist threat is al-Qaida? 
What about the fact he says they are in 
a secure hideaway in Pakistan? What 
about the fact that no one has done 
anything about it? What about the fact 
that if 21,000 soldiers are available to 
be surged, that the President says let’s 
send them to Baghdad, in the middle of 
a civil war in Iraq, rather than going to 
Pakistan after the leadership of the 
greatest terrorist threat to this coun-
try, according to our intelligence 
chief? 

I simply do not understand this logic. 
There is a lot to be said about these 
issues. All of us in this Chamber want 
the same thing for our country. All of 
us love this country. All of us respect 
our soldiers and will do everything to 
make sure we support them. All of us 
want this country to do well and to 
make the right decisions. In the last 5 
years, however, we have been involved 
in a war that has lasted longer than 
the Second World War. We have been in 
a war that has cost us far too many 
lives and too much of America’s treas-
ure. We have been put in a situation in 
which there has been dramatic change. 
Yet the policy has not changed. This is 
not the circumstance for which we 
went to war in Iraq. All of that intel-
ligence, it turns out, was wrong. 

Colonel Wilkerson, who served as 
Secretary of State Colin Powell’s aide 
for 17 years and was present when the 
information was compiled that led to 
the presentation at the United Nations, 
testified before the Senate, and he said 
publicly that it was the perpetration of 
a hoax on the American people. That is 
not me speaking. That is someone who 
had a distinguished record and who 
served 17 years with Colin Powell. He 
was a Republican and proud of his serv-
ice to this country, but he said all of 
the intelligence that was basketed to-
gether and presented was the perpetra-
tion of a hoax on the American people. 

Whatever happened, happened. We 
went to Iraq. Saddam Hussein has now 
been executed. Iraq has a new constitu-
tion and a government. It is time, long 
past time for this country to say this 
to the country of Iraq: Saddam Hussein 
is gone. You have a new constitution. 
You have a new government. The ques-
tion is this: Do you have the will to 
provide for your own security? Because 
if you don’t, no one in the world can do 
it for you. Do you have the will to take 
your country back? This is your coun-
try, not ours. This country belongs to 
you, not us. Do you have the will to 
provide the security for a free Iraq? Be-
cause if you do not, I say to the people 
of Iraq, American soldiers cannot, for 
any indefinite period, provide order and 
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security in Iraq for you. You have to 
make that judgment, and you have to 
understand that it is your responsi-
bility to provide security in Iraq. 

This is not a circumstance where we 
are trying to embarrass anybody. We 
are not trying to say to the President: 
You have an awful situation you have 
created, shame on you. That is not 
what this debate is about. All of us un-
derstand that things have changed. 
This debate is about what do we do at 
this point. Do we agree with the Presi-
dent that we should send 21,000 more 
American troops into Baghdad and 
surge and deepen America’s involve-
ment in this war? 

Quite clearly, if we are allowed to get 
to this debate and have a vote on War-
ner-Levin, a bipartisan resolution, this 
Senate will say, no, we believe it is the 
wrong thing, and that will be the first 
step in beginning to change policy. It 
will say to the President, we believe 
you must change the policy, and then 
use our energies and our efforts to go 
after the leadership of al-Qaida. They 
are the ones who murdered Americans 
on 9/11, and they still exist in secure 
hideaways, according to our intel-
ligence chief. Let’s deal with the great-
est terrorist threat to this country, ac-
cording to Mr. Negroponte, the head of 
American intelligence. The greatest 
threat to our country. They exist. They 
live today, he says, in Pakistan. Let’s 
deal with those issues. 

As I indicated earlier, all of us want 
the same thing for our country. This is 
not about politics. It cannot be about 
politics. It is about policy and what 
works for America’s future, what 
strengthens our country, what keeps 
our promise to our soldiers, and what 
keeps our commitment to ourselves as 
one of the great symbols of freedom in 
the world. That is why I hope we will 
get past this issue that has now im-
paled this Senate, a debate about 
whether we should debate. The answer 
clearly ought to be, yes, we ought to 
get to the debate that is significant 
and important to the future of this 
great country of ours. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
absence of a quorum has been sug-
gested. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, for 
the last few weeks, a bipartisan group 
of Senators has worked to bring to the 
floor a resolution expressing opposition 
to the President’s proposal to increase 
American troops in Iraq. In an effort to 
have an honest, thoughtful, and pro-
ductive debate, they put aside their dif-
ferences, only to be run over by par-
tisan politics. I support the bipartisan 
resolution opposing the escalation. I 

support an honest and open debate on a 
policy that clearly needs to change. 
But I do not support what I saw take 
place in this Chamber yesterday. 

Our soldiers and their families have 
sacrificed too much to accept the polit-
ical obstructionism that is keeping 
this body from having a debate on a 
most critical issue. Our troops have 
given so much, and they deserve much 
more than what they got from the U.S. 
Senate yesterday. The least we can do 
is to have this debate, and the best we 
can do is to get this policy right for 
our troops. 

I would like to thank those who 
worked on this resolution: Senators 
LEVIN and WARNER and Senators BIDEN 
and HAGEL and others. Throughout 
their careers, they have shown how 
much they care for the men and women 
in uniform. In crafting these resolu-
tions, they showed us that when prin-
cipled individuals from opposing par-
ties care strongly about an issue, poli-
tics doesn’t always have to win out. 

Unfortunately, some in this body 
still don’t want to have a debate about 
Iraq. It is long past time to have this 
debate. The American people have 
called for it, our troops have earned it, 
and we should be big enough to have it. 

Over 3,000 American soldiers are 
dead, more than 20,000 have been 
wounded in combat, over 2,000 have lost 
their limbs, and more than $350 billion 
of taxpayer money has gone to Iraq. 
Scores of Iraqis are killed every day in 
what has essentially devolved into a 
civil war. 

All across my State, I have heard a 
strong and clear message from Min-
nesotans: Change the course in Iraq 
and push for the strategy and solutions 
that will bring our troops home. We 
need a surge in diplomacy, Mr. Presi-
dent, not a surge in troops. It is a mes-
sage that was echoed all across this 
country from Montana to Minnesota, 
from Pennsylvania to Virginia. Unfor-
tunately, there were those in this 
Chamber yesterday who did not listen 
to that message, who would prefer no 
debate. This bipartisan resolution ex-
presses the strong opposition of this 
body to the President’s decision to stay 
the course and send an additional 21,000 
American troops to Iraq. I strongly 
support this bipartisan resolution and 
implore my colleagues to allow this 
resolution its due course. 

The people of Minnesota, like their 
fellow citizens around the country, rec-
ognize what is at stake in Iraq. Of the 
22,000 troops involved in the surge, 
nearly 3,000 are from Minnesota. As I 
have traveled throughout our State, I 
have spoken with many families who 
have paid a personal price in this war, 
and I think of them often. 

I think of Claremont Anderson from 
Hoffman, MN, who would drive hun-
dreds of miles to attend public events 
in the last 2 years. I just saw him and 
his wife Nancy this weekend; they 
braved 7-degree below-zero wind chills 
to come to an event in Glenwood, MN. 
When I see Claremont, any time any-

one even talks about the war, he starts 
to cry. That is because his son Stuart, 
an Army Reserve major, was killed in a 
helicopter crash in Iraq. 

I think of Kathleen Wosika from St. 
Paul, MN. Just last month, her son, 
James Wosika, Jr., was killed while he 
was patrolling on foot in an area near 
Fallujah. He was a sergeant with the 
Army National Guard 1st Brigade, 
whose current duty will be extended 
under the President’s escalation. Ser-
geant Wosika was the third member of 
his unit to die within a 6-month period. 
He was the seventh member of the bri-
gade to be killed since their deploy-
ment last spring. 

I also think of Becky Lourey of 
Kerrick, MN. That is near Duluth. She 
is a mother of 12 and a former State 
senator. Her son Matt was killed when 
the Army helicopter he was piloting 
went down north of Baghdad. I watched 
this Gold Star mother, a woman who 
has adopted eight children, comfort her 
grandchildren, hold her shaking hus-
band, and stand tall for hours in a high 
school gym in Finlayson, MN, where 
hundreds of people came to gather for 
her son’s memorial service. 

Claremont Anderson, Kathleen 
Wosika, and Becky Lourey are parents 
whose children made the ultimate sac-
rifice in service to their country, and 
they are among the many Minnesotans 
who told me without apology they 
want to see a change of course in Iraq. 
They pray others will not have to expe-
rience their pain. 

Although I opposed this war from the 
beginning, I recognized that many did 
support it. But 4 years later, we are 
now dealing with a dramatically dif-
ferent situation. What we know now 
about the events and facts leading up 
to this war has changed dramatically. 
The conditions inside Iraq have 
changed dramatically. Our role there 
has changed dramatically. 

Last November, citizens in Min-
nesota and across the country voted for 
a new direction in Washington. Ameri-
cans made clear at the ballot box they 
were tired of the politics-as-usual par-
tisan bickering and that they wanted a 
meaningful and bipartisan change of 
course in Iraq. To the country’s bewil-
derment, the President responded with 
a plan to escalate the number of Amer-
ican troops in Iraq. That is not the 
change in course the American people 
voted for. It is not the change in course 
the Iraq Study Group recommended. It 
is not the change in course Iraq needs 
to halt its civil war. It is not the 
change in course our military forces 
deserve. 

Distinguished Senators from both 
sides of the aisle are seeking ways for 
this body to bring about the right kind 
of change. The bipartisan resolution 
proposes a strategy that recognizes the 
facts on the ground in Iraq. It incor-
porates many of the recommendations 
of the Iraq Study Group. 

For years, we have heard from ad-
ministration officials, from military 
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officials, and from the Iraqis them-
selves that there can be no military so-
lution in Iraq. Stability can only be 
achieved through diplomatic and polit-
ical solutions. This resolution calls on 
the administration to engage other na-
tions in the region to create conditions 
for the compromises between Iraqi Shi-
ites, Sunnis, and Kurds that will be 
necessary for peace. Furthermore, the 
resolution calls on the administration 
to apply pressures on the Iraqis them-
selves to stand up and take responsi-
bility for their country. By following 
the recommendations of this resolu-
tion, the President would send a much 
stronger signal to the Iraqis that we 
are not going to be staying there in-
definitely. 

As of last Thanksgiving, this war has 
now lasted longer than World War II, 
and after nearly 4 years of intensive 
military involvement in Iraq, including 
more than 3,000 American deaths, we 
have to be focused on reducing our 
troop presence in Iraq instead of put-
ting even more American service men 
and women in harm’s way. Haven’t we 
asked our men and women to sacrifice 
enough? 

Recently, at the funeral for a fallen 
soldier, I heard a local priest say that 
our leaders have an obligation to do 
right by our children when we send 
them to war. He said that our children 
may be over 6 feet tall when we send 
them to war, but they are still our 
children. ‘‘If the kids we are sending to 
Iraq are 6 feet tall,’’ he said, ‘‘then our 
leaders must be 8 feet tall.’’ I would 
add that if these soldiers are willing to 
stand up and risk their lives for our 
country, then those of us in the Con-
gress must be brave enough to stand up 
and ask the tough questions and push 
for the tough solutions. 

Claremont Anderson, Kathleen 
Wosika, and Becky Lourey are stand-
ing tall. The parents I met with this 
weekend whose kids are supposed to be 
coming home this month but are now 
staying much longer, they are now 
doing everything to be brave and stand 
tall. The 400 members of the Air Min-
nesota National Guard whose deploy-
ment ceremony I attended Sunday, in 
Duluth, MN, they are standing tall. 
The teenage brother and sister who 
will see not only their dad but also 
their mom be deployed in the next 2 
weeks, those two kids are standing 
tall. My friend Senator WEBB, who will 
speak with us momentarily and whose 
son is serving bravely, he is over there 
and he is not afraid. He is standing 
tall. The injured soldiers in the VA 
hospital in Minnesota recovering from 
traumatic brain injuries and in their 
wheelchairs with their strength and 
their spirit, they too are standing tall. 

I would say to my friends across the 
aisle, by having an honest and open de-
bate on this war and on this resolution, 
we in Congress can also and finally 
stand tall. 

Our Constitution says that Congress 
should be a responsible check and bal-
ance on Presidential power. Congres-

sional oversight for Iraq policy is long 
overdue. We have seen this bipartisan 
resolution and bipartisan work chal-
lenging the President’s proposal for an 
escalation of American troop levels in 
Iraq. Even as Commander In Chief, our 
President does not enjoy unlimited 
power. On behalf of the public, Mem-
bers of this body have a responsibility 
to exercise our own constitutional 
power in a fairminded, bipartisan way, 
to insist on accountability, and to de-
mand a change of course. Ultimately, 
the best way to help our soldiers and 
their families is not only to give them 
the respect they deserve but also to get 
this policy right. 

I hope that my friends across the 
aisle will see the merits of this resolu-
tion and the urgency of having an open 
and honest debate on this issue; our 
troops and their families deserve noth-
ing less. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, I thank 

my good friend, the Senator from Min-
nesota, for her kind remarks about the 
people who have served. 

I emphasize my support for the reso-
lution—actually, the resolutions—that 
were so painstakingly put together by 
a number of senior Senators from both 
sides of the aisle, only to be denied a 
full debate and an open vote through 
the procedural motions yesterday 
evening. 

Winston Churchill once wrote about 
watching good ideas getting nibbled to 
death by ducks. Last night, we saw this 
phenomenon in action. We had before 
the Senate a measure that would allow 
this Congress to speak clearly of con-
cerns regarding the woeful lack of lead-
ership by the President on an issue 
that affects our Nation and our mili-
tary people such as no other. And the 
other side—including some Senators 
who had helped to draft the resolutions 
and had their names on it—punted the 
ball down field rather than giving the 
people of this country the debate they 
not only need but are calling for in 
every opinion poll. 

Quite simply, there is no way, other 
than through a strong resolution or re-
strictive language in an appropriations 
bill, for this Senate to communicate to 
this administration that its so-called 
new strategy is lacking in the most 
crucial elements that might actually 
lead to a solution in Iraq. This is not a 
strategy. It is a one-dimensional tac-
tical adjustment that avoids the ele-
ments of a true overarching national 
strategy. It relies too heavily on our 
military, while ignoring the over-
whelming advice of those with long ex-
perience in this region that we must 
pursue robust diplomacy in order to 
bring this misguided effort to a conclu-
sion. 

There have been allegations by those 
on the other side that we who take this 
position are not supporting the troops. 
I submit that the best way to support 

the troops would be for this adminis-
tration to outline and pursue a com-
prehensive strategy that includes the 
diplomatic measures that will be essen-
tial to ending our involvement. 

Mr. President, a reminder: During 
the Vietnam war our military killed 
more than a million enemy soldiers— 
enemy soldiers—by official count of 
the present Hanoi Government. Actu-
ally, that count is 1.4 million enemy 
soldiers. But without a clear strategy 
and without adept diplomacy, that 
simply was not enough. From the very 
beginning in Iraq, this administration 
has consciously neglected its proper 
diplomatic duties. It has attempted to 
frame the debate over Iraq’s future as 
one of military action on the one hand 
and a set of vague guidelines to the 
Iraqi Government on the other, as if 
the rest of the region were somehow 
not crucial to the eventual outcome. 
This, in and of itself, is a recipe for 
continued violence and for American 
failure in Iraq. 

It is widely known that the Iraqi 
Government lacks the power to control 
the myriad of factions that are causing 
chaos. The latest National Intelligence 
Estimate not only confirms this, it in-
dicates that these factions have been 
broken into so many different compo-
nents that it is not even fair to call 
this problem one of sectarian violence 
any longer. The administration knows 
this. Most of the administration’s 
strongest supporters know this. Their 
reaction has been to increase the pres-
sure on an impotent government and to 
go to the well, again and again, asking 
for even greater sacrifices from the 
military, while ignoring their most 
basic responsibility, which is to put to-
gether a clear diplomatic effort that 
will bring full context to the issues 
that face us and, in short order, end 
our involvement. This is not sup-
porting the troops. This is misusing 
the troops. 

With respect to the troops, I would 
caution any political leader who claims 
to speak on behalf of the political 
views of our men and women in uni-
form. Our military people are largely a 
mirror of our society, particularly in 
the enlisted ranks, and their political 
views are as diverse as our own. 

As one example, last year, a survey 
of those in Iraq indicated that more 
than 70 percent believed that the 
United States should exit Iraq within a 
year. That was a year ago. As I have 
said before, it is inverted logic to claim 
we should continue to fight this war on 
behalf of the troops. The fact is, they 
are fighting this war on behalf of the 
political process. They deserve polit-
ical leadership that is knowledgeable 
and that proceeds from an assumption 
that our national goals are equal to the 
sacrifices we are asking them to make. 

For the last 5 years, from before this 
invasion, this administration and its 
supporters have refused to admit the 
most fundamental truth of the entire 
war. It is a truth that was echoed over 
and over again last month by expert 
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witnesses during more than a dozen 
hearings before the Foreign Relations 
Committee and the Committee on 
Armed Services, both of which I am 
privileged to serve upon. It is a truth 
that this administration and the archi-
tects of this war too often refuse to 
recognize, perhaps because they fear it 
might potentially embarrass them in 
the eyes of history. 

The unavoidable truth is that this 
war will never be brought to a proper 
conclusion without the active partici-
pation of the other countries in the re-
gion—all of them. 

We hear stories of the Saudis helping 
the Sunni insurgency. We are told by 
this administration Iran is equipping 
and training portions of the Shia mili-
tias. We hear Turkey and Iran are 
quietly cooperating to limit the influ-
ence of Kurds. We hear Syria is the fa-
vorite starting point for many al-Qaida 
guerillas who infiltrate into Al Anbar 
Province. We know the entire region is 
being flooded with refugees from the 
violence in Iraq, including, especially, 
Jordan and Syria. 

None of this is surprising. Indeed, all 
of it was predictable and predicted, 
even before the invasion of Iraq. I re-
call many of the speeches by the Pre-
siding Officer on those points. What is 
truly surprising and unsettling is that 
this administration has not developed 
an overt diplomatic effort to bring 
order out of this chaos in a way that 
might allow us to dramatically de-
crease our presence in Iraq and, at the 
same time, increase the stability of the 
region, increase our ability to fight 
terrorism, and allow us to address stra-
tegic challenges elsewhere in the 
world. 

These countries have historic, polit-
ical, and cultural ties to Iraq. They are 
going to be involved in Iraq’s affairs in 
the future, long after the United States 
departs the region. It is in our national 
interests and, as a great nation, it is 
our obligation to take the lead in caus-
ing each of these countries to deal re-
sponsibly with Iraq’s chaos and with its 
future. We did exactly this in 2001, 
after the invasion of Afghanistan, 
bringing the major players to the 
table, including India, Pakistan, and 
Iran, and we should do so now. 

This approach would have additional 
benefits beyond Iraq. It would begin to 
loosen the unnatural alliance between 
Iran and Syria which could, in turn, in-
crease the potential for greater sta-
bility in Lebanon, Israel, and the sur-
rounding territories. It would begin to 
bring countries such as Iran to a proper 
role of responsibility inside the inter-
national community. 

On this point, I cite an important 
historical reference. In 1971, China, 
similar to Iran today, was considered a 
rogue Nation. China, in those days, was 
already a nuclear power. It had an 
American war on its borders in Viet-
nam, a war it was actively assisting. 
We, the United States, took the initia-
tive, aggressively opening China 
through diplomatic energy and, over 

time, helped to bring China into the 
international community. We should 
not be afraid of taking similar actions 
with Iran and also, by the way, with 
Syria. 

The bottom line of all this is this ad-
ministration and its supporters must 
understand the realities that are caus-
ing us as a Congress to finally say 
‘‘enough is enough;’’ that the time has 
come for a new approach; that the an-
swer in Iraq and to our fight against 
international terrorism and to our di-
minished posture around the world is 
for us to show not only our prowess on 
the battlefield but also our leadership 
in the diplomatic arena; that, indeed, 
we have an obligation to the men and 
women who have served so selflessly on 
our behalf, to match their proficiency 
and their loyalties with the kind of 
thoughtful leadership that will bring 
this effort to a proper conclusion. 

If there were other ways to convince 
this administration to change its inef-
fective one-dimensional approach to 
the situation in Iraq, I would welcome 
them, but after 5 years of political dis-
array, I do not believe it is so. I sup-
port this resolution as a first step in 
reclaiming America’s strategic purpose 
and international reputation. I urge 
my fellow Senators to do the same. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I came to 

the Senate to talk about the loss of a 
great soldier and dear friend of mine, 
but before I do that, I will comment on 
a few things we have heard discussed 
this morning. 

First, our efforts on this side are to 
get an opportunity to debate and vote 
on the Gregg amendment. The Gregg 
amendment, very simply stated—I 
don’t have the full text in front of me— 
supports our troops. It says we should 
support our troops and not cut off fund-
ing. That is a valid viewpoint. We are 
at war. Traditionally, this Senate has 
supported our troops. That used to be 
the absolute baseline which everyone 
accepted. The main resolution that has 
been referred to, I fear, goes in the 
wrong direction. 

We, in time of war, ought to debate, 
and we will debate fully, and everyone 
will have an opportunity to express 
their views—but I think it is very im-
portant we not only have an oppor-
tunity to vote on the two resolutions 
which have been discussed but also to 
vote on the Gregg amendment. As soon 
as we can get agreement to do that, I 
am confident the leaders can move for-
ward. 

I have also heard in the Senate a 
number of comments from Members 
who do not support a cut-and-run pol-
icy. I have addressed previously the 
disaster of an immediate withdrawal 
from Iraq. In open testimony, the intel-
ligence community—the Director of 
National Intelligence—the Director of 
CIA, the Director of Military Intel-
ligence, said chaos would reign in Iraq 
if we withdrew precipitously. It would 

fall into chaos. The primary bene-
ficiary of that chaos would be al-Qaida. 
Osama bin Laden and Al-Jazeera have 
said how important it was for them to 
establish Iraq as their main base of op-
erations. 

Second, there would be chaos and 
slaughter of innocent civilians, both 
Shia and Sunni. There would be a tre-
mendous increase in the deaths of ci-
vilians. But even more frightening, the 
neighboring states would likely be 
brought in. The Sunni states would 
likely come to the aid of their Sunni 
brethren, and if that had not already 
triggered the entrance of Iran into it 
on behalf of the Shia, it surely would, 
and we could potentially be facing a 
major Middle East conflict with many 
states involved. 

I have heard it said that the Levin- 
Warner resolution asks we chart a new 
direction. We have charted a new direc-
tion. And the way forward is a new di-
rection. The President has the agree-
ment of Prime Minister al-Maliki and 
the Shia, Sunni, and Kurdish govern-
ment of Iraq that they will take con-
trol and they will assume responsi-
bility. They need help in training par-
ticularly their police, but they will 
take control. That is where we need to 
be. 

We can help pick off the al-Qaida and 
the other committed international ter-
rorists, the radical Islamists. But we 
need them to resolve this civil strife 
between Shia and Sunni, and do so in a 
fair way, including the Kurds and the 
Sunnis. 

This happens to be the military plan 
the Baker-Hamilton group supported. 
They said to enable the Iraqi security, 
military, and police to take over, we 
should send in some troops tempo-
rarily. That is what the President is 
doing, adding another 21,000 to support 
them. 

Is this going to work? Well, again, 
with the release of the National Intel-
ligence Estimate on Iraq and the open 
testimony of the leaders of the intel-
ligence community, they said it is an 
open question. It is a tough decision. 
But it is the best option we have. 

Yes, they think there is a chance it 
will work. And the Iraqi Government 
knows this is their last best chance. 
They had best make it work. And they 
best get their police trained and their 
military trained. 

Many people have called for bringing 
in other nations in the Middle East. 
That is what the President and Sec-
retary Rice have done, to bring in 
other nations that will help rebuild the 
Sunni areas and help provide support 
to the Iraqis. 

There are some people who say we 
should not have an unlimited commit-
ment. Well, the President has told not 
only this Nation but Prime Minister al- 
Maliki there is a time deadline. We are 
committed to them but not indefi-
nitely. And if they do not take advan-
tage of this opportunity, it will be 
their country which will fall into chaos 
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and be the battleground, perhaps em-
broiling the entire region, but cer-
tainly wiping out and causing great 
death and destruction in their own 
country. So we do have a new direc-
tion. 

Now, some are pushing a resolution 
that challenges the President’s imple-
mentation of the plan. We are trying to 
be generals and say General Petraeus— 
whom we just confirmed unanimously 
because he is such a great general, who 
said we should have those 21,000 
troops—they are challenging his mili-
tary judgment in the implementation 
of the plan. 

I know many of my colleagues have 
followed military policy for many 
years, but I do not think we in this 
body can determine for the generals 
what the proper level of troop commit-
ments is. They are the ones who take 
responsibility for the lives of their men 
and women. To send a message by 
adopting a resolution that says we op-
pose the President’s plan, implementa-
tion of his plan, is not going to change 
sending more American troops there. 

But it will tell al-Qaida: Good news, 
boys, the Congress is opposing the 
President. Our chances look better to 
take over the country. 

And it will send a message to friendly 
countries that are trying to help the 
Iraqis telling them: Sorry guys, we are 
not interested in winning this, so you 
probably would not want to waste your 
effort helping us. 

Finally, what does it send as a mes-
sage to our troops: We do not support 
the military plan they are being asked 
to carry out, the men and women who 
are risking their lives? Does that make 
any sense? I fear not. 

I hope we can reject very soundly the 
Levin-Warner amendment and adopt 
the Gregg amendment and also the 
McCain amendment. 

f 

REMEMBERING LIEUTENANT 
GENERAL CHARLES M. KIEFNER 

Mr. BOND. Now, Mr. President, let 
me turn to another matter, a matter of 
sorrow. I tell this body that at a won-
derful military ceremony last Satur-
day, we laid to rest LTG Charles M. 
Kiefner, formerly Adjutant General of 
the Missouri National Guard—a man 
who I considered a friend for almost 40 
years, a man whose career was an 
amazing one. 

I called on him to serve as my Adju-
tant General for the 8 years I served as 
Governor. Having come from the 
Guard, he was the youngest Adjutant 
General at the time, still by far the 
youngest Adjutant General in Mis-
souri. But he knew the citizen soldiers 
who made up the Guard. He knew those 
citizen soldiers and respected them, 
and they respected him. 

When I left office and Governor 
Ashcroft took over, he made him his 
Adjutant General for the next 8 years. 
He served 16 years. In that time, he not 
only built the Missouri National Guard 
to be one of the finest units—Air and 

Army National Guard—in America, but 
he was very strong in establishing a 
Guard presence on Capitol Hill. 

It was at his urging that I went to 
my colleague, Wendell Ford of Ken-
tucky, and we set up the National 
Guard Caucus, on which today Senator 
PAT LEAHY and I proudly serve as co-
chairmen. That caucus has brought to-
gether 75 to 80 Members of this body to 
stand up for the necessary resources, 
the necessary personnel, and the nec-
essary support of the Guard when ac-
tive forces in the Pentagon tend to 
overlook them. 

The Guard is a better place today be-
cause of the leadership that General 
Kiefner showed as he headed the Na-
tional Guard, the Adjutants General 
Association, as he worked with his col-
leagues throughout the country, and as 
he and those generals worked to make 
sure the Guard was strengthened. 

The Guard remembers him with great 
fondness. Lieutenant General Vaughn 
of Missouri, who had served in the 
Guard under General Kiefner, pre-
sented the flag to his wonderful wife 
Marilyn, his sons John and Keith. 

Charles M. Kiefner was born June 28, 
1930, in Cape Girardeau, MO. He grad-
uated from high school in 1948 and at-
tended Westminster College in Fulton. 
He earned his bachelor of arts degree 
from Columbia College in 1975. 

General M. Keifner, or Charlie to his 
friends—and I am lucky to have count-
ed myself as one of his many—was a 
great man and a great American pa-
triot. Under his strong leadership, in-
cluding as the youngest Adjutant Gen-
eral, the men and women in the Mis-
souri National Guard came to exem-
plify the best this country has to offer. 

Having begun his military career by 
enlisting as a private in Company F, 
140th Infantry Regiment of the Mis-
souri Army National Guard on Sep-
tember 24, 1947, General Keifner en-
tered active duty on September 11, 
1950, with the 175th Military Police 
Battalion of Missouri Army National 
Guard and served in Germany with 
that unit. He was commissioned a sec-
ond lieutenant, Infantry on December 
21, 1951. He served as platoon leader, 
company commander, battalion motor 
officer, Battalion S–2, brigade adjutant 
and S–3, executive officer and logistics 
officer on the staff of the Adjutant 
General. As a member of the U.S. Army 
Reserve, from September 11, 1978, to 
November 5, 1980, he served as liaison 
officer to the U.S. Military Academy, 
West Point. 

General Kiefner was first appointed 
Adjutant General by me on May 8, 1973, 
when I served as Missouri’s Governor, 
and held the Adjutant General’s posi-
tion until March 1977, when I left the 
Governor’s office. Upon my reelection 
in 1981, I once again called on this 
great leader and appointed General 
Kiefner to lead the Missouri National 
Guard. General Kiefner served as Adju-
tant General throughout my two terms 
as Missouri Governor. As a testament 
to his skill and great leadership, he 

was later called upon by Governor 
John Ashcroft to serve 8 more years in 
the Ashcroft administration. 

General Kiefner not only served Mis-
souri admirably, he also served his na-
tion with honor. A friend who knew 
him for 35 years during his service in 
the Guard recalls: 

He was a professional soldier who made a 
point to know what was going on at every 
level of the Guard, from the enlisted soldiers 
to the three star Generals. He knew precisely 
what the threat to our homeland was and 
made great efforts to ensure the Guard was 
prepared to protect us from those threats. 

Members of the Army National 
Guard knew and respected General 
Kiefner and called upon him to serve as 
president of the National Guard Asso-
ciation of the United States, a position 
he held proudly and worked diligently 
to enhance our Nation’s modern-day 
minutemen’s and women’s ability to 
meet their dual-mission at home and 
abroad. 

Upon his retirement from the Na-
tional Guard in 1993, Major General 
Kiefner was promoted to the grade of 
lieutenant general, Missouri National 
Guard Retired List by Governor Mel 
Carnahan. ‘‘At his own retirement he 
could not speak because he knew the 
overwhelming emotion he would feel at 
leaving the service he loved so dearly 
would overcome him,’’ said one friend 
and colleague. ‘‘He was an emotional 
man that was totally committed to his 
country, Missourians, and the men 
under his command.’’ 

His many decorations and awards in-
clude: the Distinguished Service Medal, 
Legion of Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster, 
Meritorious Service Medal, Army Com-
mendation Medal, Air Force Com-
mendation Medal, Good Conduct 
Medal, Army Reserve Components 
Achievement Medal, Humanitarian 
Service Medal, Armed Forces Reserve 
Medal, Department of Defense Identi-
fication Badge, Ranger Tab, NGB Dis-
tinguished Service Medal, NGAUS Dis-
tinguished Service Medal, Missouri 
Meritorious Service Medal, Missouri 
Conspicuous Service Medal, Indiana 
Distinguished Service Medal, Min-
nesota Distinguished Service Medal, 
Tennessee Distinguished Service 
Medal, Minnesota Medal for Merit, 1992 
Distinguished Alumni Award—West-
minster College, Field Artillery Asso-
ciation Order of Saint Barbara, Army 
Engineers Association Silver Order of 
the de Fleury Medal, and the Sons of 
the American Revolution Silver Good 
Citizenship Award. 

Charlie understood the great citizen 
soldiers who signed up for the Guard. 
When he gave them an order they knew 
he understood them and they were will-
ing to follow. 

I have lost a great friend, not just a 
former Adjutant General. There have 
been many fine individuals who have 
worn the uniform of our Nation’s Army 
National Guard, but none more proudly 
than LTG Charles M. Kiefner. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 
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